Introduction
In several Papuan languages demonstrative forms are used both in contexts of referent identification, e.g. as demonstrative operators in noun phrases, and in topicality contexts, e.g. as topic markers with adverbial clauses and phrases, recapitulative clauses, new topic NPs and given topic NPs.
Consider the examples (1) and (2) from Wambon (De Vries 1989, De Vries and Wiersma 1992) and (3a/b) from Urim (Hemmilä 1989) . In (1) the demonstrative evo 'that' is used as a spatial-deictic clue for referent identification: search for the referent of lan 'woman' in the area close to the hearer. In (2) -eve 'that' signals the topicality of the conditional clause (cf. Haiman 1978) and could be glossed as 'given that'
('Given that the Digul rises,..'). In (3a) pa 'that' occurs with an indefinite NP and it is used to introduce a new topic into the discourse for future reference whereas in (3b) pa 'that' is used with a textually given topic:
( Verbs of saying occur in very many Papuan languages in intentional and purposive contexts because these languages tend to express intention as quoted thought (cf. De Vries 1990 ). opossum that turn say bite-3SG
'The opossum turned and tried to bite him.'
(The oppossum has already been mentioned in the story.)
In this article I discuss the relationship between the topicality uses and the deictic operator uses of demonstratives in Wambon and some other Papuan languages.
Using notions from the Functional Grammar framework (Dik 1989 ), I present a non-unified account of the demonstrative forms: helping the addressee to identify referents by giving deictic hints like 'close to speaker' and orienting the addressee about the topical cohesion of the discourse are two separate functional domains in language.
This 'two-domain' hypothesis, which views the demonstrative forms as having two synchronically unrelated functions, explains the fact that in Wambon and Urim the demonstratives show important differences in form and behaviour depending on whether they are used for referent identification or for expressing topicality distinctions. When demonstratives are used for marking topics in Wambon, they cliticize and they may form compounds of proximate and nonproximate forms. In Urim the demonstrative pa 'that' may cooccur with the indefiniteness marker ur when it is used to Thus 'he wants to come home' is often expressed as 'I want to come home-he says'. In the Wambon example (15) there is also an occurrence of a medial 'say' form in a purposive context (nembelo). Intention and emotion are expressed as nonverbalised 'inner speech' the speaker directs to himself.
signal the informationstatus 'new topic ' (e.g. (3a) , Hemmilä 1989 pronoun -eve is integrated in the preceding NP as a topic marker in stative clauses with a very transparant dichotomous topic-comment structure. In Korowai, also of the Awyu-family, the clitic -efè, the cognate of Wambon -eve 'that', completely lost its function as a demonstrative term operator and functions solely as a topic marker.
The paper has the following structure. First, I present data on the distribution of demonstratives in Wambon and Urim.
Second, I present a synchronic Functional Grammar analysis of these data. Third, I discuss for Wambon a diachronic process of functional extension in which demonstrative forms acquired topic marking functions. Fourth, I make some remarks on how my analysis of demonstratives in Papuan languages relates to the account of deixis in Ehlich (1983 Ehlich ( , 1989 ) who builds on the work of Bühler (1934 Bühler ( , 1990 . This paper is based on a lecture given during the Workshop on Pragmatics and Grammar, University of Hamburg, 11-12 December 1992. I should thank the participants in that workshop account of demonstrative forms the topicality use and the deictic operator use are described as synchronically unrelated, Ehlich's account of deixis would suggest that in for example (2) the topical function of the first -eve is linked to the deictic function.
The data
The data are from Wambon and Urim, but seem to reflect more general tendencies in Papuan languages, although much more research is needed to establish how general these tendencies are.
Wambon (De Vries 1989, De Vries and Wiersma 1992) has three place deictic elements, no(mbo)-'in the proximity of the speaker', ep-'in the proximity of the addressee' and ko-'away from both speaker and hearer'. Forms based on these elements generally allow for both a spatial and a temporal interpretation; the adverb nombone for example may mean both 'here' and 'now' depending on the context. Compare: The final /p/ of ep-is subjected to intervocalic fricativizing in morpheme-sequencing (De Vries 1989). 4 In Wambon, and in the Awyu family in general, there occur vowel-clitics expressing a number of very general syntactic relations. An extensive treatment of the Wambon vowel-cliticse and -o can be found in De Vries 1989: 94-100 . Wambon -o and -e have the same function but in different domains: in the NP, -o connects pre-nominal modifiers to the headnoun; in the clause, the connective -e links pre-verbal constituents to the verb, the head of the clause. Following Dik (1983) I have called the type of relation indicated by these clitics the prefield-center relation. This term 'prefieldcenter relation' is needed because in the Digul-Wambon dialect of Wambon, one vowel clitic (-e) functions in both domains: in NPs, it is a modifier-head connective and in clauses, it links all kinds of intraclausal pre-verbal constituents (both arguments and non-arguments, topics and non-topics, nouns and pronouns) to the verb. These connective clitics are extremely constituents to the verb in clauses, combines with the deictics, the demonstratives eve and nombone are formed that function as heads of noun phrases:
(6) ev-e lan that-CONN woman 'That is a woman.' nombo-n-e lan this-TR-CONN woman 'This is a woman.'
The examples (5) and (6) show the place deictic function of demonstratives, they provide spatial orientation relative to the deictic center to help the addressee to identify referents.
In (7) the second demonstrative has an anaphoricresumptive function, it points back to the clause-external phrase 'that man' and resumes that phrase in the clause. This sentence has the usual order for quotative constructions with the quoted clause ('we do not want to come') before the quote-marking verb of saying (neknde 'they say'). The cataphoric demonstrative nomboneve points forward to the quoted clause. In this data section I have glossed eve consistently as 'that', also in places where that gloss is less appropriate in my view, in order to present the distribution of (-)eve as unbiased as possible.
In (10) (Healy 1966 , Longacre 1972 , Thurman 1975 . For example, the last clause of (15) is recapitulated in the first clause of (16) In (17) and (18) the topic marker pa 'that' is used with the newly introduced topics 'two women' and 'a young woman'.
However, pa also marks textually given topics: Urim pa is also used as a demonstrative operator in noun phrases to specify the reference of the NP, see the examples (27) and (28) below and the discussion there.
A Functional Grammar account
Functional Grammar (Dik 1989) will account for the data presented above in two places in the model: in the domain of terms and their operators and in the domain of pragmatic function assignment.
Demonstrative forms that are used by the speaker as searching directions for the hearer to identify referents in either the physical space or more abstract pragmatic spaces like the discourse are accounted for as operators on terms.
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Terms are those expressions in language that can be used to refer to entities in some world. Operators on terms are such grammatical categories as definiteness, genericity, number.
The demonstrative operators such as 'proximate to speaker' and 'remote from speaker' are intimately linked up with definiteness. The intrinsically definite nature of demonstratives is a general cross-linguistic property of demonstrative systems (Dik 1989: 147) . Definite terms are used as invitations by the speaker to the hearer to identify 9 I follow here the exposition on demonstrative operators in Dik (1989) . appropriate referents which the speaker assumes are available to the hearer. Now demonstratives provide searching directions or hints for these referents. These hints are relative to the deictic center, the basic parameters of the speech situation, that is the speech participants, the time and the location of the utterance. Thus when a speaker says 'John wants these apples', with the expression 'these apples' the speaker invites the hearer to identify apples which are accessible to him and to do so by searching in an area relatively close to the speaker. The deictic center is seen in FG as the central point in pragmatic space (where space must be interpreted in an abstract, cognitive sense). Although demonstratives are used in the first place to define relative distances in physical space, they are also used to signal more abstract searching directions, for example contextual distance, where demonstratives can be used to deliver instructions like: search for the referent among items mentioned earlier/recently/later in the ongoing discourse.
Essentially, demonstratives as used in (5)- (8) for granted and process the new information in this given frame. Such hints do not belong to the functional domain of referent identification but to the topicality domain to be accounted for by pragmatic function assignment. In (18) (repeated here as (25)), the demonstrative form pa is used with an indefinite term 'a young woman', which is newly introduced into the discourse. The demonstrative in (25) does not specify directions where to look for a referent assumed to be accessible for the hearer. This is even more clear in (17) (repeated here as (26)), where the demonstrative co-occurs with an indefiniteness marker: Urim pa can be used as a deictic specifying the reference of a noun; however, as Hemmilä (1989: 57) notes, 'there also seem to be some restrictions in the use of pa as a demonstrative within a noun phrase'. These restrictions are pragmatic in nature: the phrase noun plus pa can only be used when the referent is textually given (as in (27 )); when this is not the case, pa is used within a proadverb, as in (28) On the basis of studies of topic coding languages Gundel (1988: 210) has proposed this notional definition of topic: "An 10 Dik (1989: 285) for example distinguishes explicitly between the 'etics' and 'emics' of focality. De Vries (1992a) extensively discusses the methodological implications of the distinction 'etic'/'emic' for defining pragmatic functions.
entity, E, is the topic of a sentence, S, if in using S the speaker intends to increase the addressee's knowledge about, request information about, or otherwise get the addressee to act with respect to E". This definition is notional because it does not invoke criteria of overt expression of the topic in the sentence. Gundel (1988) In topic coding languages there are grammatical mechanisms that speakers utilise to give hearers clues to quickly identify the 'destinations' to which the incoming information can be sent. When one studies which type of constituents are marked as topics in such languages, the referents of the great majority of these marked constituents satisfy the three notional topic criteria: they are easily accessible first order entities (Lyons 1977) in terms of which the speaker directs the addressee to process the incoming message.
Combining distinctions from the work of Prince (1980) , Gundel (1978 Gundel ( , 1988 , Hannay (1985) , Chafe (1987) and Dik (1989) , at least three notional subtypes of topics can be distinguished that fall under the scope of the definition of topic as an 'aboutness' relation between a familiar entity and a clause.
Given topics (GIVTOPs) are situationally or textually evoked discourse referents that the speaker assumes the addressee is attending to ('active', Chafe 1987; 'activated', Gundel 1978) . Resumed topics are formerly active topics that the speaker reactivates (Dik 1989) . Sub topics are inferrable topics that the speakers assumes the addressee is peripherally conscious of ('semi-active') (Prince 1980 , Hannay 1985 .
In several topic-prominent languages topic marking devices may occur with two types of topics that do not fully satisfy the three notional criteria for topics, viz. 'familiarity', 'entity-status', 'aboutness'.
In the first place, speakers may want to indicate, when they refer to an entity for the first time in the discourse, whether that entity constitutes a future topic of the discourse (that will be referred to again) or not. In Urim this notional topic role, 'future topic', is coded in the grammar. See examples (23) and (24): when the topic marker pa in Urim occurs with a constituent that refers to a new entity, then that constituent introduces a Future Topic or New Topic into the discourse. When new entities are introduced without pa, they will not be referred to again in the coming discourse.
These New Topics satisfy the 'entity' criterion but they violate the 'familiarity' criterion: the addressee is not assumed to be familiar (in any sense) with the new topic entities. New Topics satisfy the 'aboutness' criterion at discourse-level but not or marginally at clause-level. In Dik (1989), the 'aboutness' criterion is applied at the discourse- Urim is not the only Papuan language in which the introduction of a new topical discourse entity and its subsequent being maintained as a given topic is expressed with the same device. Another example of a Papuan language using the same topic marker with future topics and given topics is Berik (Westrum 1987 , Jones 1988 , De Vries 1993a .
These data from Papuan languages like Urim and Berik point to the fact that New or Future Topics are treated in the coding system of these languages as Topics although they violate the familiarity criterion. However, since New Topics satisfy two of the three topic criteria (they are 'entities' 'about' which the discourse communicates something), they receive Topic treatment in several Papuan languages.
The second type of topics that only partially fullfills the three notional criteria for topics and nevertheless gets Topic treatment in very many (if not all) topic-prominent languages, is the type of topic which is called Theme by Halliday (1970) , and Frame by Clark and Clark (1977) . Frames present information that the speaker wants the addressee to take for granted, to accept as a given framework for the rest of the clause. Frames often have both a forward cohesive role and a backward cohesive role. The forward cohesive role is to serve as a frame in which the rest of the clause forms the insert, or as a peg on which the message is hung (Halliday 1970 Dik (1978) defines his Theme function in terms of the presentation by the speaker of an universe of discourse with which the coming predication has a pragmatic relevance relation, not a syntactic relation; i.e. in Dik (1978) , Themes are always predication-external constituents. In the present paper predication-externality is not used as a criterion for Theme (or Frame) status.
Topics violate the 'familiarity' criterion, but satisfy the 'aboutness' criterion (in an adapted sense: on the discourse level), whereas Frames violate the 'aboutness' criterion but satisfy the 'familiarity' criterion (in an adapted sense: not necessarily referentially given, but presented as a starting point for the message).
In a framework which distinguishes notional information roles from coded information roles, we can say that Papuan languages like Wambon and Urim code new topics and frames as Topics, even though notionally they are 'semi-topics'.
If demonstrative forms in languages like Wambon and Urim really serve in two separate functional domains, viz. referent identification (term operators) and topicality (pragmatic functions), then formal differences connected to this functional difference would confirm our two-domain analysis.
There are such differences, both in Wambon and in Urim.
When demonstrative forms function in the topicality domain in Wambon, that is, when they express a pragmatic function, they cliticise to the topical NP or topical clause . When they function in the reference domain, that is when they express a term operator, they never cliticise. Secondly, when the demonstrative forms express topicality (and also in cataphoric usage), they may combine into compound forms of proximate and non-proximate demonstrative forms:
(30) ...nukh-eve nombo-n-eve ndayonge-ka-lepo-n-o.. or: 'Given that the Digul river rises, in that case we do not want to go to Manggelum.'
I-that this-TR-that
Once firmly established in stative clauses as a topic-clitic, the use of -eve could spread to other topical contexts.
In languages of the Awyu-family (to which Kombai and Wambon belong) that have different demonstratives forms for attributive and independent uses, it is the form that is used as a head of NPs which becomes the topic-clitic. In Wambon the demonstrative modifier in NPs is evo 'that' (+proximate to Addressee, e.g. (5)). This evo occurs before the noun. The form eve 'that' is used as head of NPs (e.g. (6) . This form eve is used as postclitic marking topicality of clauses and phrases whereas the demonstrative pre-nominal modifier evo is never used as a topic marker. This choice of the independent formeve follows from the hypothesis that the topic-clitic -eve originally was a resumptive (independent) demonstrative form, pointing back to the NP and therefore following the NP.
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The hypothesis that in Awyu-languages topic markers developed from demonstratives, is supported by a comparison of Wambon and Korowai (De Vries and van Enk (f.c.) ).
In Wambon, the demonstrative form (-)eve functions as a topic-marker, as a demonstrative operator in the NP, and as head of a subject NP in equative clauses (see (5)- (14) Of the available demonstrative forms in Kombai and Wambon, only a subset is also used as a topic marker. In Kombai both the speaker-related form mene 'this' and the addressee-related form mofene 'that' are used as topic-markers (cf. (25)), but never the third-person related deictic ko. The unmarked choice is the speaker-related one. In Wambon the addressee-related deictic eve 'that (+proximate to addressee)' is the unmarked choice for topic marker. 4. Concepts of deixis Ehlich (1983 Ehlich ( , 1989 and Rehbein (1984) have established a rather strict action-theoretical perspective in which deixis is viewed as a kind of sub-act (called the deictic procedure) of acts (like the propositional and illocutionary act) which in their turn make up actions which are again embedded in larger social and institutional frameworks of action. 14 Unfortunately, the notion 'procedure' is left practically undefined within this action-theoretical framework.
Deictic procedures have two characteristics: speakers refer to elements in some pragmatic space (physical speech act space or more abstract pragmatic spaces) and speakers single out these referents by placing the attention of the hearer on the elements referred to (the German term fokussieren 'to focus' is used in this context), implying that the attention
was not yet on that element. When a pronoun like he is used for 14 In this section I draw heavily on the exposition of functional pragmatics given by Rombouts (1991) . a person who is already in focus, Ehlich (1982: 330) does not want to speak of deixis but of a 'foric' procedure (which includes anaphora and cataphora). Foric procedures have to do with continuity of focus (instructions to the hearer to maintain continuity of focus 15 ). The foric and the deictic procedure are both orientation procedures, aimed at placing the attention (deictic procedure) or keeping the attention (foric procedure) where it is needed. However, the foric procedure is located by Ehlich (1986) Rombouts (1991) .
Consider the Wambon data from the perspective of these notions. When Wambon -eve is used as a topic-clitic on conditional clauses or recapitulative clauses, it functions in the Operationsfeld since it gives instructions how to process propositional content, it does not contribute to this content.
But since -eve is a deictic element from the Zeigfeld which in conditional clauses acquires a function in the operative field, the concept of field transposition is relevant here; this implies that somehow the deictic feature of referring to some entity in some pragmatic space must be linked to -eve, for example when it functions as a topic marker in the conditional context of (43) Reasoning now from the FG perspective, the first -eve in (39) is not used to give instructions to the addressee to locate a referent in pragmatic space (it is not a deictic element in (43)) but it is used to indicate the information role of the conditional clause (topical frame): given the hypothetical state of affairs that the Digul river rises. Ehlich (1983 Ehlich ( , 1989 (29)), but when they are used to identify referents, as demonstrative operators, they are intrinsically definite. In the reference domain, the opposition +proximate and -proximate is crucial; however, in the topicality domain that distinction is irrelevant and accordingly we find combinations of proximate and non-proximate forms (e.g. (30)) marking topicality. In addition, we find some languages selecting proximate forms and other non-proximate forms to express topicality. In Wambon, demonstrative forms occur after the noun as clitics when they function in the topicality domain but they occur before the noun as free forms when they function to help identify referents.
Conclusion
The 
